This study analyzes the impact of the Indonesian government's decentralization policy and movement on the state forest community involvement program on the island of Java from 2000 to 2014. For more than 30 years, approximately 76 percent of the state-owned forests in Java, covering 2.4 mio. hectares (5.9 mio. acres or 9,266 square miles), or 42 percent of the forests in Java, were exclusively managed by the State Forest Company (SFC). The general perception was, and largely still is, that the decentralization era reforms had little or no effects in Java, simply because the national decentralization regulations essentially maintained this dominant role. Thus, possible effects were hardly examined. This study aims to fill this gap by analyzing whether the national decentralization movement and policy affected and changed the policies and practices of involving local actors and communities in Java's state forest governance and management. Our analytical framework follows the Policy Arrangement Approach (PAA), comprising four main analytical dimensions for assessing change and stability: The actors involved; the distribution of power and resources; the existing and applied rules; and discourses concerning the topic of research. The analysis is based on an extensive review of scholarly literature and policy documents, as well as 73 in-depth interviews with actors, from the national to the local levels, of two districts in Central Java. Overall, our findings show that the nationwide decentralization movement significantly affects the modes of collaborative forest management in Java, much more than one would expect if only looking at changes in the respective legal texts. The movement fueled changes, inter alia, by promoting discourses on sustainable forest management for local development, and triggering the revival of grassroots movements further empowered by local non-governmental organizations (NGOs), as well as by triggering the formal institutionalization of the informal norms and practices of local communities. New actors entered the arena, and the distribution of power, resources and benefits drawn from state forest management has changed in favor of district authorities and local communities at the expense of the State Forest Company. literature on natural resource decentralization [4] (p. 214), resulting in a complex and varied body of literature [5] .
Introduction
Decentralization of natural resource governance and management, a practice considered central in many governance reforms, has become increasingly popular in a number of countries since the mid-1980s [1, 2] . In the last twenty years, efforts have been made throughout the world to enhance forest governance by changing forest tenure and encouraging decentralization in decision-making [3] .
Forests are important in this regard, because they are closely linked to other key resources, such as land, biodiversity and water [4] . Accordingly, forest governance was the most studied theme in the Questions to address in analyses include: (1) How power and resources are distributed in a policy arrangement; (2) how this distribution may have changed over time; and (3) how discourses and discourse changes affected the distribution of power among actors [27] (p. 61).
The PAA understands "rules" as formal procedures as well as informal routines that are mutually agreed upon [38] (p. 56) . In any policy arrangement, actors constantly draw upon rules that provide guidance for acting properly [27] (p. 61). Rules allow and enable certain practices, while potentially impeding or prohibiting others. For this study, we define 'formal rules' as those that are defined and authorized in legal texts or other binding documents, whereas 'informal' rules are part of a predominant-but potentially more fluid-political culture [27] (p. 61), including social norms, customary practices or traditional routines that are perceived as legitimate, and are broadly accepted by the actors concerned without being codified.
This research aims to provide a grounded case-based empirical study on forestry decentralization, covering the period from 1998 to 2014. The empirical research for this paper comprises two stages of fieldwork, conducted in 2013 and 2014. A first exploratory phase aimed to specify our research questions more precisely, and to select forest governance mechanisms and regions for in-depth case study research. Furthermore, respective core stakeholders were identified in this exploratory phase. This first stage of fieldwork was based upon a comprehensive literature review and document analysis, including gray literature and locally available, often unpublished materials, and on qualitative interviews with experts at the national, provincial and district levels. Stage two then focuses on collecting data for selected forest governance and management mechanisms in chosen districts, again by means of qualitative in-depth stakeholder interviews, observations, some group discussions and the collection of local documents, regulations and other written materials only accessible on-the-spot. In total, 73 key informants were interviewed, representing organizations and expertise as listed in the Appendix A. These informants represent experts and stakeholders at the national, provincial, district and village levels, as well as govern-mental and nongovernmental organizations.
All interviews were recorded and transcribed for qualitative analysis (together with many documents). Based on our research questions, a first coding scheme was deductively derived from the analytical framework, and further elaborated and refined inductively during the analysis, informed by the empirical data. The analysis was assisted by MAXQDA10 (VERBI Software GmbH, Berlin, Germany).
In terms of the empirical phenomena and location, this study investigates changes in the Collaborative Forest Management Program (CFMP) of the SFC in two forest-rich districts of Central Java: The Blora and Kendal Districts. The level of districts was chosen for analysis because the decentralization policy aimed to delegate forest authority at that level. Thus, the assumption is that if there are significant changes to be found, they should be found at this level. This paper acknowledges that by 2014, the revision of the law on decentralization (Law of the Republic Indonesia No. 23 Year 2014 concerning Local Government, issued: 2 October 2014) transferred some authority regarding natural resource governance from district to provincial authorities. However, the respective changes are not pertinent to this paper; all fieldwork was done before this particular reform.
Both districts are home to valuable state-forest resources while featuring quite different biophysical, socioeconomic and historical contexts. These two districts are deliberately selected to obtain, via comparison, some insight into the potential relevance of these differences. The Blora District extends over 182,058 hectares (449,875 acres, or 703 square miles), 50 percent of which is forested, and is dominated by state forests (99 percent). The Kendal District, in contrast, has a size of 100,223 hectares (247,656 acres, or 387 square miles), 19 percent are forested, and 83 percent of the forests are state-owned. Blora generally features dry and barren soil conditions and extremely low precipitation, especially in the dry season, making it suitable for the cultivation of high-value teak. Accordingly, the forestry undertaken by the SFC and local communities focuses upon the production of teak timber, and the cultivation of other slow-growing species (Swietenia mahagoni (L.) Jacq, locally called "mahoni").
Kendal district, in contrast, features a wet climate and is considered an agricultural area, dominated by paddies.
Tree species cultivated in Kendal are primarily fast-growing ones, such as Paraserianthes falcataria (locally "sengon"). High-value teak is cultivated to a limited extent only, some on private lands, and to a larger extent by the SFC. Compared to the Kendal District, the communities in the Blora District have a strong and long historical connection to their forests, particularly due to the low fertility of the soils and dry conditions that do not allow cultivating rice or other agricultural products. Instead, they have to rely on forestry-related activities for their livelihood. The literature and results of the exploratory fieldwork indicate that specific differences in the biophysical characteristics of forests strongly affect the forest-related activities of local communities and of state forest managers [41, 42] ; (Interview sources: I 17 ; I 34 ; I 42 ; I 52 ; I 56 (code: Ix stands for "interview/informant number x, as listed in Appendix A. I 17 , for example, refers to information given by informant number 17 according to the list)).
Only by knowing the historical context of the policy domain can we accurately analyze and understand the impact of the decentralization policies [43] in our cases. The importance of the historical context to understanding changes in forest governance and management in Indonesia is specifically highlighted in the work of Peluso (1992) , Large (2005) and Nurjaya (2005) [44] [45] [46] . These authors underline how strongly historical developments shape current policy-making and practices. With regard to Java, the role of state forest authorities and the SFC from the early years of Indonesia's independence until today cannot be understood without reference to the colonial past [47] (p. 5).
Starting with Dutch colonialism in 1596, and continuing beyond the foundation of the Indonesian Republic in 1945, forests were controlled and managed by the central government at the expense of local access and benefits [45] . The main interest of the colonial rulers was to extract high-quality teak timber for shipbuilding. The dominance of the Dutch East India Company (VOC), particularly its monopoly over the management of Java's teak forests in the 17th and 18th centuries, strongly affected the forests. By the mid-eighteenth century, all of Java was occupied by the Dutch, who controlled all timber-rich districts and the local labor force for the purpose of extracting timber. The colonial government declared all forests state property under the Basic Agrarian Law of the 1870s, which stated that the Dutch government owned all of the land for which there was no legal proof of any other ownership [48] .
In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, an organization of professional, 'scientifically'-trained foresters, who also had strong police training, laid the foundations of state forest management. German foresters were sent to Java to introduce science-based forest management. During the short Japanese period (1942) (1943) (1944) (1945) , many forest resources were destroyed: Japan's interest focused on timber extraction to support warfare in the Far East.
In the aftermath of the independence of the Republic of Indonesia in 1945, all rights and obligations concerning forest management in Java, previously held by the Dutch Indies, were transferred to the Republic of Indonesia. Forest laws were translated from Dutch into Indonesian without substantive changes, and separate branches of a state enterprise for managing teak forests were formed in Central and East Java (1961) . Finally, in 1978, the State Forestry Company (SFC) was established to manage all of Java's forests [49] . Since then, the SFC has controlled all activities within state forests, and restricted access to them by exercising preventive, coercive and repressive military approaches [44, 49] . The SFC responded-in a military style-to any activities considered 'illegal' [49, 50] , e.g., the collection of firewood, grazing and the destruction of seedlings, as well as to any signs of tree theft and damage.
To summarize, for a very long time, from colonial times until the reformation era of the late 1990s, communities living in the vicinity of state forest areas and the local authorities were formally excluded from the governance and management of these forests, and from benefiting from the products and earnings derived from these forests.
However, the SFC also introduced programs ostensibly intended to involve local people in managing state forests. Such community-involvement programs were introduced under different names, starting with the Prosperity Approach program in the 1970s. These programs provided communities with the only legal mechanism to benefit from state teak forests.
Irrespective of changes in the title of these programs and other changes, the SFC's fundamental idea of community involvement basically remained the same: To employ locals for cultivating and maintaining tree seedlings in exchange for very low wages and permission to cultivate subsistence crops under the trees for certain periods of time, usually for two years (I 17 ; I 29 ). Only after the reformation era, in 2001, when the SFC launched the Collaborative Forest Management Program (CFMP), did more significant changes take place. These changes are of central interest in this study.
Various forms of community involvement have been developed and implemented in forest management around the world in the last decades, ranging from purely community-based management to manifold modes of community involvement and some participation in state forest management. Such programs usually claim to improve the local people's livelihood and to conserve the forests [51] . A lot of research was conducted to shed light on their actual performance and the factors that might explain cases of success and failure. Arts and De Koning (2017) provide a good overview and characterization of the vast body of scholarly literature [51] . There is consensus that the performance is mixed overall (ibid.), and scholars found a sizeable list of factors that were highly relevant in the case that they studied, such as the biophysical context, demographic development, economic interest and benefits that can be drawn by communities, clarity of ownership rights and rules for forest use and external support (ibid.).
Results: Changes Triggered by Decentralization

New "Rules of the Game"
The decentralization policy has not formally affected the role of the SFC in managing the state's production and protected forests in Java. However, due to pressures from an informal process and the general enthusiasm for reformation and decentralization, the SFC introduced at least five formal regulations concerning the involvement of forest communities between 2001 and 2011 [52] [53] [54] [55] [56] .
"SFC had no options but to follow the decentralization mainstream by introducing the Collaborative Forest Management Program. This was triggered, by, among other factors, massive forest destruction, pressure from NGOs and district governments, and community awareness. So, the CFMP did not originate from changes in the SFC mindset. But in the past 10 years, the SFC has become more aware that they cannot manage Java's forests alone, although this [change in awareness] may not be the case at all levels within the SFC." (I 62 , translated by the author)
The implementation of the CFMP is purely based on SFC-internal regulations [52] [53] [54] [55] [56] , once again proving the power of the SFC in determining the communities' access to forest resources. This situation also shows that the initiation of the CFMP in the SFC's working areas was not required by any state regulation. Only one provincial regulation [57] refers to the CFMP, emphasizing the need for all stakeholders to support the SFC's CFMP scheme, particularly calling for support by district forest authorities. However, following the administrative decentralization reforms, district forest authorities are not accountable to the provincial authorities; hence, the provincial regulation cannot guarantee support by district forest authorities (I 11 ).
In addition to the internal policies of the SFC and the provincial regulation mentioned above, some additional formalized documents guide the establishment and day-to-day practices of the CFMP: (1) Notarial deeds concerning the establishment of Forest Village Community Organizations (FVCOs);
(2) collaboration agreements between the SFC and FVCOs (Perjanjian Kerja Sama, PKS); and (3) Memoranda of Understanding (MoU) between the SFC and the FVCOs.
All of the aforementioned rules determine the distribution of power and resources among CFMP actors. They regulate (1) access to the state forests; (2) planting and cultivation schemes within the state forestlands (e.g., defining the schedules, species and methods of cultivation); (3) the maintenance of teak tree seedlings; (4) harvesting of non-timber forest products and drawing other benefits from state forestlands; and (5) schemes concerning the sharing of benefits from the SFC's timber production. In general, although these CFMP regulations mention that the collaboration agreements should be co-developed between the communities and the SFC, in practice, the SFC has taken the lead in developing all of these agreements, i.e., in a top-down process (I 17 ; I 29 ; I 32 ; I 47 ; I 48 ) .
In contrast to previous community involvement programs, the CFMP rules provide some room for negotiation in the forest community group's forums, although only to a limited extent, and village representatives are involved in the forum. However, as will be discussed, some informal rules can overcome the remaining limitations.
In terms of formal rules, there are at least three significant changes to the practices of community involvement in state forest management. First, the collaboration arrangement between the SFC and the communities was formalized from an informal, verbal commitment to written contracts. This formalized Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) provides a much more secure scheme of collaboration for the communities. Second, there is now an obligation to establish the FVCO by a notarial deed, an obligatory step before anyone can participate and utilize forestland. There are now committees of representatives of the villages and the SFC. Previously, the SFC targeted individuals, e.g., farmers who were directly involved in forest-related activities, to create informal forest farmers' groups in a top-down approach to coordinating field activities. The work of these former groups was heavily dependent on verbal commitments from SFC personnel (I 63 ).
In the new CFMP mode, entire villages are now potential beneficiaries, even beyond land-based or forest-related activities (I 22 ; I 57 ; I 63 ). All villagers are members of the FVCO, which is led by a board, elected in village meetings, facilitated by the SFC, and acts on behalf of all members.
The third change, and perhaps the most significant added-value brought about by the new CFMP, is the sharing of the financial benefits of timber production. Beforehand, communities could only benefit from non-timber forest products cultivated under teak trees, in accordance with certain rules defined by the SFC. The new mode also offers financial benefits for communities of up to 25 percent of the value of the timber harvested from the SFC's working areas located next to villages. Because of the high value of teak timber, these are significant amounts for the villages. Interestingly, the SFC was willing to waive this much money in the spirit of 'sharing', although there is no regulation that obliges the SFC to forego this income. However, because of other pressures, they finally opted to do so. Massive quantities of timber theft, forest-related crimes and the dismissal of their FSC certification, were among the factors that had pressured the SFC to meet the communities' requests to this extent. These payments must benefit the entire village, not only those individuals who are directly involved in forestry. They are typically used, for example, in the development and maintenance of infrastructure, such as health care and education facilities, the establishment of village-owned businesses, and for various social activities. The boards of the FVCO manage the respective budgets.
Furthermore, our fieldwork revealed that there are other mechanisms that allow certain groups, mostly landless farmers, to benefit from state forests without obeying the formal rules as defined by the SFC, i.e., without joining an FVCO as per the requirement of the CFMP. Some farmers refused to join the FVCO, but created their own forest users' group (I 17 ; I 29 ; I 32 ; I 47 ). The emergence of these independent, grassroots forest user groups was also triggered by the decentralization movement. Principally, these grassroots groups are not afraid to resist the SFC's rules for co-utilizing state forests, for example, the rules for selecting species to be planted, and the rules specifying the land where the groups are allowed to cultivate crops (I 17 ; I 29 ; I 32 ; I 47 ). These grassroots groups occupied small areas of SFC forests (approximately a quarter-hectare to one hectare) and cultivated them with various subsistence crops for their livelihood. They simply cultivate any cash-crop species they wish to grow and normally use a very dense planting space to achieve the maximum yield, very much against the SFC's rules. This practice is certainly not in agreement with the formal rules of community involvement in SFC working areas. However, the SFC was forced to adjust to these scattered illegal practices. Although aware of this problematic and formally illegal situation, the SFC has not taken any strong measures to tackle it, as they have done in similar situations previously, e.g., in collaboration with military authorities. These kinds of illegal yet accepted practices-i.e., cultivating in the SFC's working areas without joining any CFMP scheme-have been practiced and observed in both research districts since the early part of the reformation era.
The community's resistance to the limitations set by the SFC was much stronger in Blora District than in Kendal. This difference was due to long-held grassroots values in land management (the Samin Movement) and the existence of the NGO Arupa, which has long supported the local grassroots community Lidah Tani, particularly in Temulus village, known as the origin of the Samin movement. As described by the leader of the grassroots movement (I 32 ) and confirmed by SFC personnel (I 67 ), followers of Samin values openly use state forestland to cultivate crops for their needs. Samin farmers believe that God has given the land to support the welfare of the people. Therefore, the people are entitled to benefit from the land. As explained by SFC personnel (I 67 ; I 40 ; I 63 ), members of this group do not hesitate to resort to violence against SFC officers, and refuse to communicate with SFC representatives (I 22 ; I 32 ; I 63 ). In daily life, members of the grassroots movement live in harmony with the other villagers, the members of the SFC-based FVCO. To avoid further conflict, the SFC minimized contact with this grassroots movement, letting them pursue their agricultural activities within the state forest areas without any agreement and without any limitations (I 67 ; I 40 ; I 63 ).
In the Kendal district, partly due to local values and wisdom emphasizing 'treating other people with respect and politeness', no extreme form of resistance was observed (I 10 ). Members of a grassroots farmers group were communicating with SFC personnel, but without necessarily obeying SFC instructions. The leader of the grassroots movement was well informed about the situation in Blora district (and also attended regular meetings of Central Java movements, supported by pro-community NGOs) (I 17 ; I 29 ; I 47 ). While in Blora, the group rejected any communication with the SFC, the grassroots movement in Kendal renegotiated their access to and benefits from the nearby state forests with the SFC. Without the need to accede to the FCVO, the grassroots farmer group secured a 'specially arranged' Memorandum of Understanding with the SFC, acknowledging their status as an independent farmer group and the right to negotiate the crops planted and planting techniques in state forestland (I 17 ; I 29 ; I 47 ).
The changes in behavior of the SFC and the grassroots movements, as described above, can be explained by changes in power relations and in resource endowments among the actors, as described in the next section.
New and Strengthened Actors
The establishment of new district-based forest state agencies, as mandated in Law 22/1999 [6] , has formally marked the decentralization era in Java's forestry sector. The heads of these new district institutions are only responsible to the Head of District, but not to the Provincial Forest Authorities and the state government. District forest authorities (DFAs) have their own budgets, allocated by district governments. The definition of the name and the scope of activities of these new institutions are up to the district governments, including whether they work on forestry matters only, or also handle affairs such as fisheries and animal husbandry.
Thus, a new actor has entered Java's state forest governance arena, formally based on a decentralization policy. The SFC had to admit that they must involve the district authorities in community programs. Prior to the reform, there was a notion that the position of the SFC in the districts was like 'a kingdom inside a kingdom' (I 2 ; I 62 ), indicating that the SFC worked very independently in the areas under the jurisdiction of districts.
Decentralization has revived the collective consciousness that forest-dependent people are members of the communities belonging to the district governments, whether they live next to SFC forests or not (I 46 ; I 56 -see quote below); thus, the broadly held belief is that district authorities have to be involved in the CFMP, a program that aims to improve the communities' wealth and livelihood. A head of an SFC-district office described this reasoning as follows:
"Decentralization is something that the SFC cannot resist. We should not view decentralization as a positive or a negative issue for the SFC. Instead, we must go with the decentralization flow. We should now think of how the decentralization movement's energy could create positive impacts, and this should be seen as an opportunity for the SFC. However, some people may also see this as a burden. This, again, is an opportunity. Before [decentralization], the general view was that the forest community was merely the SFC's community."
"Now the Head of the District can also see that this community is also a District's community. Therefore, there is indeed interdependency between the SFC and the District Government." (I 56 , translated by the author)
Consequently, the SFC has involved the DFA in their CFMP, but with limited authority and a largely passive role. The DFA has become a member of the Communication Forums, along with other district institutions and local NGOs, and has been invited to ceremonies to share the benefits of timber production. To mediate conflicts with villagers, the SFC also consults with DFAs. Some key informants consider this DFA involvement to be an SFC effort merely intended to legitimize the CFMP (I 1 ; I 6 ; I 46 ; I 48 ). Nevertheless, many types of involvement create room for interactions between the SFC and the district authorities, something that did not happen before.
Although the DFA's role could be considered passive, its involvement indicates the acknowledgement of DFAs by the SFC. In practice, the support of the DFAs is needed to prevent and mediate conflicts with the communities (I 34 ; I 56 ). In addition, DFAs also facilitate connecting CFMP activities to the activities of other units of district governments (I 57 ), easing coordination and cooperation at the district level (I 34 ); CFMP activities may relate, for example, to the establishment of village cooperatives or cattle farms. In such cases, the SFC can resort to support from DFAs for coordination with the district authorities responsible for cooperatives and animal husbandry (I 57 ).
The decree of the Central Java Governor No. 24/2001 [57] states that with regard to the CFMP, the district government must (1) facilitate and empower the communities surrounding the forest; (2) secure all state forest assets within their territory; (3) facilitate program activities; and (4) together with the SFC, communities and other stakeholders, make efforts to optimize and further expand CFMP activities (Article 15: 2). Both provincial and district forest authorities could apply this regulation to allocate district budgets in support of the CFMP (I 15 ).
In Blora district, the DFA allocated budgets to support CFMP activities, for example, for providing tree-farming training, for the CFMP Communication Forum (I 34 ), and to increase the capacities of the FVCOs [58] . At the provincial level, the Central Java Forest Authority allocated approximately US$ 35,000 in the 2013 budget to support the CFMP by empowering the FVCOs [59] .
The DFA of Kendal occasionally provided free-of-charge seedlings for CFMP planting activities (I 60 ) to support a specific land rehabilitation project of the Ministry of Forestry (I 10 ; I 19 ). In summary, while there is no formal basis for doing so, neither in state regulations nor in SFC policy documents, DFAs in both districts have established a certain bargaining position vis-á-vis the SFC in the implementation of the CFMP.
"After the reformation, the role of the NGOs became increasingly important. It is widely known that an NGO is an obligatory actor that must be involved in any process, including the CFMP process. Why? It is needed for the SFC to legitimize the CFMP." (I 1 , translated by the author)
Like that of the DFAs, the role of locally-active NGOs has changed in the course of the reformation process. Supported by international donors, their position has shifted from having little influence to enjoying a great deal of influence in CFMP implementation. They strongly influenced and supported the empowerment of the grassroots movement by providing information about the SFC and CFMP and introducing ideas of agrarian reform to the communities (I 17 ; I 29 ; I 32 ; I 48 ). As confirmed by a high SFC official, NGOs have been very critical of SFC activities, and have closely observed them since the early reformation era (I 61 ), particularly those activities affecting communities. Even minor SFC mistakes can result in allegations and protests (I 61 ). The NGOs' involvement made it increasingly important for the SFC to legitimize the multi-stakeholder process in the CFMP (I 1 ). Furthermore, in some areas, the SFC also collaborated with the local NGOs to assist its communication with the forest communities, and to secure their commitment to the CFMP (I 1 ; I 22 ; I 67 ).
Changes in Power and Resources
In formal terms, the SFC holds great power over the practices of the CFMP because of (1) the formal rights as set out in the regulations, including formal authority and control over the state forests' land as the key input for conducting the CFMP; (2) its skills, knowledge and information with regard to the forest and forestry techniques; and (3) and the human resources at its disposal, from central administration down to field-level operations. Other actors of the CFMP have not been significantly empowered by formal regulations. However, as will be discussed below, in practice, their informal power is considerable, and is taken into account by the SFC.
The CFMP has indeed changed the way in which actors are able to interact with SFC personnel. The change was strongly supported by pressure put on the SFC, resulting from massive illegal logging in state forests at the beginning of the reformation era. Large-scale timber theft events led to deadly conflicts between armed SFC guards and villagers [48, [60] [61] [62] [63] . The conflict and significant loss of forest area resulted in international pressure, e.g., pressure imposed by the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), which finally withdrew the certificate for sustainable forest management in 2001 [64, 65] . In the course of all these struggles, the communities have become more confident in standing up for and defending their interests, further spurred by the economic crisis that hit them during that time, especially between 1998 and 2003 (I 32 ; I 44 ). Community members in both the Kendal and Blora districts explained the situation as follows: ' We had started to occupy and cultivate the SFC's land, in the absence of any agreement, when the economic crisis hit us. It began when we, the villagers, witnessed a lot of bare land, resulting from illegal logging. At first, we were reluctant to cultivate it. However, Gus Dur, the Indonesian president, stated in the media the goal to utilize any bare land, giving us courage to start planting on SFC's land. This was the only option to feed our families, who were suffering from the economic crisis. The SFC has not taken any action against our illegal activities until 2008, when the FVCO was formed in our village in a smooth process, and we were actually allowed to continue cultivating the forestland.' (I 44 , translated by the author) 'Do you know why our people are still stealing timber from the forests? Because we are farmers-farming is all we can do-yet we do not have access to land because the SFC claims that it is their land. But our wives and kids need food. We are not afraid of being caught or shot by SFC officers. We are much more afraid that our families are starving to death.' (I 32 , translated by the author) It turned out that the general euphoria about democracy has encouraged landless farmers to act, and has sharpened the perception that the teak forests are owned by the state, not by the SFC. Thus, the SFC has "only" the mandate to manage them (I 17 ). Villagers who joined the grassroots forest users' group found a 'justification' to utilize these forests based on their needs and their own rules. The pro-community NGOs, i.e., international donors, promoted and backed up this movement, also providing the communities with access to needed information (I 1 ; I 20 ; I 32 ; I 17 ; I 48 ).
The SFC's interest in regaining its FSC certificate strengthened the bargaining position of grassroots forest farmers' groups. Their leaders were very well-informed about the SFC's situation, inter alia, by pro-community NGOs (including Arupa and Javlec). It was clear that the SFC needs to establish good relationships with communities and respect their tenure rights in order to regain its certificate (I 17 ; I 29 ).
The SFC took serious steps by issuing Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) for identifying, managing and peacefully settling conflicts with the communities (I 9 ; I 56 ). These SOP emphasized the need for a social approach and good communication relationships with the communities, to be achieved by regular involvement in social activities in the villages' working areas.
Overall, all the developments described above strengthened the communities' position vis-à-vis the SFC, and allowed them to further benefit from the state forests, even without necessarily following the prevailing rules as defined by the SFC (I 29 ). Table 1 summarizes the redistribution of resources due to the new program. In terms of the distribution of resources, in contrast to earlier community programs, the CFMP promotes a spirit of land-sharing-i.e., of utilizing state forestland, products and benefits. The summary in Table 1 shows that the potential for villagers to benefit from state forests is much higher and much more flexible in the new CFMP.
Change in Dominant Discourses
Before the decentralization and reformation era, the prevailing discourse was that the SFC manages state forests in Java successfully and sustainably, due to its highly qualified personnel, expertise and high capacities (I 10 ; I 46 ; I 65 ). Another discourse put forward by the SFC was that forest communities are the main actors behind timber thefts and illegal logging (I 45 ; I 66 ). These discourses prevailed for a long time, and were incorporated into governmental regulations, e.g., by safeguarding the SFC's dominant position. Likewise, these dominant discourses also discouraged district governments from becoming actively involved in the management of state forests until the decentralization era (I 10 ; I 34 ). This perception is illustrated by the following statement of a district representative:
' . . . for a very long time there has been a strong mind-set held by the district governments that forestry matters in their respective districts are to be taken care of only by the Central Government's bodies: The Ministry of Forestry and the State Forest Company in the case of Java.' (I 62 )
The development of the decentralization discourse, which gained momentum in the late 1990s in Indonesia and in Java in particular, cannot be isolated from coexisting discourses at the international, national and local levels; discourses concerning general reformation, land reform, agrarian reform and community-based natural resource management and good governance.
The community forestry discourse was promoted by international and local NGOs and donor institutions. This discourse initially gained momentum at the World Forestry Congress 1978 in Jakarta, titled "Forests for People". However, it was not translated into national policies at that time. Before 1999, forests were perceived as a key resource for advancing economic growth. Consequently, the SFC focused on timber production, prioritizing industrial demand. Community forestry and welfare were not considered too relevant; empowering communities or even transferring authority were considered taboo in the Indonesian forestry bureaucracy at that time [66] (p. 8), [67] .
In Java, NGOs significantly shaped the discourse on decentralization. While state actors mostly acted according to prevailing regulations, local NGOs, such as Arupa and Javlec, proactively developed and gave meaning to 'forest-related decentralization' by promoting (1) a more prominent role of district governments in state forest management and (2) community-based forest management for the benefit of local people (I 1 ; I 20 ; I 48 ). These NGOs advocated pushing back against the SFC's dominance (I 1 ; I 20 ; I 48 ) to facilitate community access to state forests, e.g., by influencing the implementation of the SFC's CFMP.
The issuance of Law 41/1999 [68] has elevated the importance of the community's opportunities to derive benefits from state forests (Article 68 of Law 41/1999). At the same time, triggered by massive forest destruction, pressure from the public and markets, the suspension of its FSC certificate caused the SFC to change its vision and priority by including the aim of collaborating with forest communities, legalized through several Decrees of the SFC Board [52, 69, 70] . The ever-growing discourse and resulting pressures for more collaboration with local communities was finally also reflected in the CFMP in 2000 [71] , e.g., by aiming to account for the social aspects of forest management. The following quote from a newspaper article written by several Indonesian forest scholars illustrates the general perception of what happened:
'In addition to the drive due to the reformation euphoria and a desire for 'revenge' in the community for the long-term centralistic management, illegal logging all over Java was further driven by the imbalanced market for [teak] timber production. The reformation movement had lit the flame of jealousy in the communities of the SFC forests [ . . . ], blown out and manifest in continuous and massive illegal logging'. [10] (p. 31; translated by the author)
The CFMP was perceived by villagers as an improved version of earlier SFC programs, a response to the pressures described above (I 6 ; I 48 ; I 65 ). The situation in SFC's working areas nourished a discourse of blaming the SFC, arguing that the chaotic situation demonstrated its incapability to further manage these state forests properly in the traditional way [71] .
At the time of its introduction, the reaction to and discourses about the CFMP were varied. The discourse in communities ranged from being very negative to being very positive about the idea of the CFMP. Some groups did not care at all, but the response depended heavily upon their interests in forest use (i.e., whether they were forest users or not). In general, at the start of CFMP implementation, the communities were broadly negative or suspicious about the program, mainly due to a lack of trust in the SFC, based on their previous experience with collaboration (I 37 ; I 70 ).
Some villagers, termed 'illegal loggers' by SFC representatives, worried that the CFMP would hamper their heretofore 'de facto' access to the state forests (I 29 ; I 37 ). Others, not being direct beneficiaries of the forests, were concerned about being suspected of working as informants of the SFC, especially by reporting illegal loggers. Some others, even some who were not users of the forests, however, perceived the CFMP as a window of opportunity that would enable them to get involved and benefit from state forest management (I 23 ; I 39 ; I 53 ).
The district legislative councils, DFAs and some researchers saw the CFMP as a win-win program (I 3 ; I 10 ; I 34 ; I 54 ), also showing the SFC's willingness to live up to the broadly-held euphoria about reformation by sharing with and involving local communities. Support of the provincial governments of Central Java was formalized in 2001 by provincial regulations, thus supporting the SFC's new CFMP, which was also promoted by strong lobbying from the SFC. Formalized provincial support was not provided in the West Java or East Java provinces (I 6 ; I 21 ; I 63 ). The general expectation was that following the provincial regulation, district authorities would actively support the implementation of the CFMP. However, the prevailing decentralization scheme did not oblige them to comply with provincial recommendations.
Another prominent discourse, carried mostly by NGOs and grassroots forest farmer organizations, portrayed the CFMP as an SFC strategy to merely secure its timber assets by employing community members as safeguards (I 17 ; I 29 ; I 32 ; I 47 ; I 48 ). Formal agreements in the CFMP scheme were perceived as mechanisms for regaining control over SFC working areas, not as an approach that would benefit communities (I 29 ). These conflicting ways of framing the CFMP still exist, and are regularly expressed in various media [12, [72] [73] [74] [75] [76] .
Finally, and less frequently expressed, we also found a rather neutral framing of the CFMP, expressed by forest policy experts and most researchers (I 6 ; I 25 ; I 16 ; I 46 ; I 62 ) and acknowledging CFMP as a win-win solution for the SFC and the communities. However, these individuals also noted that the benefit-sharing mechanism for the communities has not actually achieved its ultimate goal of increasing community welfare.
It is particularly interesting to note that the SFC institutionalized the notion of the CFMP, FSC certification and the issue of decentralization into its Vision and Mission. These "Vision" and "Mission" documents, legalized through several Decrees of the SFC Board [52, 69, 70] , are company internal regulations for implementation at the operational level.
Until the reformation era, by law, the SFC's objective was to undertake productive efforts in pursuit of governmental policies that sought to improve the national income by planting forests, maintaining and exploiting them, and marketing forest products [77] . Only in 1999 did the SFC update its vision 'to manage forest resources as an ecosystem in Java, by using fair, democratic, efficient and professional principles, to ensure their function and benefit for the welfare of the communities' [52] . In 2009 and 2014, an emphasis on the goals of sustainable forest management and local development was added [69, 70] . Overall, we see a considerable change in the SFC's mission, despite its continued exclusivity-established in the regulation-as the most powerful actor shaping the direction of Java's forest governance. The three main challenges faced by the SFC, i.e., successfully addressing the decentralization policy and movement, implementing the CFMP and regaining FSC certification, have been considered the SFC strategic framework, which uses key words, such as forest community, sustainable forest management and local development.
Discourses during the decentralization movement revived the awareness that the SFC should not be acknowledged as a 'kingdom within a kingdom', i.e., it did not have exclusive authority over state forest management. Instead, the SFC was increasingly perceived as a company that has to respect the responsibilities and interests of district authorities and to acknowledge that many local villages and communities depend on forests for their livelihoods; thus, the SFC must share forest-derived benefits with those communities. Table 2 summarizes the main changes described above. 
Discussion: Synthesizing the Changes across Analytical Dimensions
Formalization of Inclusive CFMP Governance
The issuance of the first national decentralization law in 1999 laid down the legal framework for the promulgation of various sector-based regulations at the national, provincial and district levels [57, 68, [78] [79] [80] . Rapid changes in the development of the regulatory framework of Java's forest governance at the national, provincial and district levels have taken place since 1999. However, there was no legal imperative for the SFC to establish a new and significantly more inclusive community forestry program.
Nevertheless, due to the pressure caused by the reformation movement in various ways, the SFC finally introduced and formalized the CFMP, including a new benefit-sharing scheme comprising a much wider range of beneficiaries compared to former programs. To stabilize a chaotic situation induced by the enthusiasm for reformation, the SFC was-ultimately and importantly-urged to gain the support of the communities to prevent massive illegal logging and all its negative consequences.
The SFC regulation on the CFMP marked significant changes in the governance of the SFC's community program, laying down rules for governing actor interactions and determining the distribution of resources and benefits [52] . However, this is an internal SFC policy only; thus, from a formal perspective, the company can change it again at its own discretion. Nevertheless, as our analysis shows, such a move might entail substantial problems and high costs for the SFC.
Through the CFMP, a collaboration arrangement between the SFC and the communities was formalized, changing from an informal agreement to a contract. The grassroots farmer group (non-FVCO members) and their rights to utilize state forests were also formally acknowledged by the SFC. Overall, the communities benefited from a much more secure scheme for collaboration with the SFC.
Strengthened Role of Informal Rules and Local Actors
Our analysis shows that informal rules have played a significant role by backing and motivating the communities' actions in pushing for changes in the community forest program with regard to inclusiveness and benefit sharing. Customary practices, local norms and beliefs were at work, often at the margins or even beyond the legal framework as defined by state regulations (for similar findings for Vietnam, South Africa, Latin America and India see [81] [82] [83] [84] ).
In both districts, communities organized themselves in grassroots farmer groups, and gained tolerated access beyond what was formally prescribed by the SFC. In the Kendal district, a grassroots group utilized state forests according to their own rules, first in conflict with formal rules, but later in formal agreement with the SFC in certain parts of state forest areas. Instead of taking top-down measures to halt the illegal practices-as would have happened in former years-the SFC strived for a formalized agreement with the grassroots farmers' group, finally providing some freedom to the farmers in their use of state forests, but also acknowledging the formal authority of the SFC.
While informal rules became tolerated and formalized through a relatively smooth process in Kendal, the development in the Blora district was much more conflictual. The different paths taken towards the formalization of informal rules in the two districts can be explained by two factors: some difference in historical background, and the existence of a strong pro-community NGO (Arupa) in this Blora district.
Redistribution of Power and Resources
The redistribution of resources among actors was triggered by a combination of developing discourses and the increased role of informal rules; it was also advanced by non-state actors involved in the implementation of decentralization. Later, the change in SFC policy further contributed to the redistribution. The increased role of NGOs and the revival of a grassroots movement strengthened communities in terms of expertise, negotiation skills and power; the communities' knowledge about "where, when, how and by whom" illegal logging was taking place was also essential to the SFC. Furthermore, communities' willingness to cooperate with the DFA was necessary to legitimate the CFMP proposal of the SFC, and the communities' goodwill was also needed by the SFC to regain FSC certification. This situation made the SFC dependent upon local communities and the DFA, as also confirmed by Maryudi et al. for the case of Kendal District [85] (p. 74).
However, in the new CFMP scheme, communities-particularly landless community members-are still dependent on the SFC if they want to obtain additional benefits from timber production. The SFC still holds formal authority over state forest areas, and has the information and skills to calculate respective community shares of timber benefits. Finally, from a purely formal point of view, the SFC can change its internal CFMP rules at its own discretion.
Practically, however, the power balance has changed in favor of the communities, from the one-way, top-down mode to a much more negotiated relationship. The redistribution of power and resources in the CFMP took place at both research sites, as also found by Rosyadi [86] (p. 29).
Institutionalization of Discourses
This study shows that shifts in discourses became institutionalized in Java's community forest governance and management program. Ideas of changing a hierarchical state-centered system into a more community-oriented collaborative management system were institutionalized by a change in SFC policy, followed by the formation of FVCOs, formal agreements between the SFC and the forest farmer groups, and financial arrangements for timber-benefit sharing. Furthermore, the national-level discourse and the international discourse on sustainable development and community involvement have been institutionalized in the SFC's vision and mission since 2000 [52, 69, 70] , emphasizing the importance of forest communities and local development. The process towards institutionalization was strongly influenced through and pushed forward by a pro-community NGO in the district of Blora. Nevertheless, the grassroots movement in Kendal district also succeeded in achieving institutionalization, even without the support of such a local NGO.
Changing Patterns of Actors' Interactions and Perceptions
In line with the findings above, our analysis documents changes in the interactions between the SFC and communities in both research districts, from a top-down, sometimes even military style to a more relaxed and informal one [87] . The change in relationship led to greater appreciation of the ecological functions of forests and of the role of the SFC in allowing and enabling the communities to take care of them (ibid.). The new negotiated relationship indicates the foresters' declining monopoly over state forest management. Peluso [88] (p. 826) also argues that while on the surface, the SFC retained its authority over Java's forests, there is no longer an SFC monopoly over the production of certain forest products and species.
While our study confirms these findings of other scholars, we bestow new insights into the factors that contribute to the changes in interactions:
1.
The new mode of the CFMP pushed SFC personnel to maintain good communication with the communities to smooth the process of establishing FVCOs, which were required for implementing the CFMP. From 2000 to 2005, the number of established FVCOs was a performance indicator of the SFC.
2.
The cancellation of the SFC's timber certification urged the SFC to apply a 'drop the gun policy', and to establish cooperative approaches towards communities.
3.
The revival of the grassroots movement has shown that mass mobilization, also resulting in massive illegal logging, can be a very powerful weapon against formal authority. To minimize any further destruction of forest resources, the SFC had no option but to reconsider its interactions with local communities.
Furthermore, we see significant changes in the local actors' perceptions concerning the actors who should be involved in forest governance. District governments have become more interested in forest governance, although with different intensities in the two districts that we researched. Previously, the SFC was assumed to be the most capable, or even only institution capable, of managing Java's state forests. It was also assumed that district governments have no role in the SFC's forest management (I 10 ; I 46 ; I 62 ; I 65 ). In the wake of the decentralization debate, this perspective has changed, and it is now emphasized that district governments should play a role, because the SFC alone is incapable of managing the state forests (I 1 ; I 20 ; I 48 ). Accordingly, both DFAs decided to intervene, and strengthened their position vis-à-vis central state authorities in general, and the SFC in particular.
Because the SFC had to acknowledge that Java's state forests could no longer be managed independently (see above), it welcomed the district governments that were taking responsibility for the welfare of forest communities.
Indeed, the SFC was criticized for failing to improve the communities' livelihoods through its various community-involvement programs introduced since the 1970s [44, 89, 90] . Peluso (1992) characterized the contrast between the SFC-managed teak forests and the situation in nearby villages concisely with her book title 'rich forest poor people' [44] . The lack of interaction between forest communities and the district governments was also due to the exclusionary management style of the SFC in its community-involvement programs prior to 2000. These programs limited interactions to those between the SFC and the forest users only.
Summary and Conclusions
In the late 1990s, Indonesia's governance system underwent dramatic changes due to a national decentralization policy following the national reformation movement. Our research is inspired by the general perception in Indonesia and among scholars that, unlike in the context of the Outer Islands, the decentralization policy and movement era has not significantly influenced forest governance in Java, due to a legally-sustained monopoly of the State Forest Company (SFC). Accordingly, forest-related decentralization research in Indonesia focused very much on the Outer Islands. Despite a few studies on Java Island, which indicated some changes (see above), there is arguably a widely shared view that the dominance of the SFC indeed continues, largely unaffected by the overall reforms. However, our study shows that due to decentralization, significant changes have taken place in the SFC's community forestry program (CFMP), e.g., in terms of much greater inclusiveness, communities' access and the benefits that communities can now derive from state forests.
Although the basic ideas underlying the CFMP are not entirely new, its introduction marks a change in the way the SFC interacts with communities and with local and national authorities. Since the program's launch in 2001, it has developed quite successfully. According to the Annual Report of the SFC 2019, more than 2.2 million ha (5.4 mio. acres, or 8,494 square miles) of Java's state forest area are operated under the CFMP scheme, based upon more than five thousand collaboration agreements between more than five thousand village organizations and the SFC [91] . This area represents more than 90 percent of the SFC's total forest area on Java Island.
In light of the decentralization, the CFMP has raised the awareness of local authorities concerning their rights, roles and potential power to influence decision making concerning the management of state forest areas in their jurisdiction. For some empowered local institutions, the CFMP became an arena and 'ready-to-use channel', enabling them to benefit from their powers and resources.
The fact that CFMP was launched during the initiation of the decentralization and reformation era plausibly indicates that its establishment in the new mode is connected to the decentralization policy and movement. Our research digs deeper. It reveals factors and processes resulting from or furthered by decentralization policies and discourses, which led to the specific form of the new CFMP, factors beyond the mere temporal concurrence with national decentralization reforms. The CFMP serves as a powerful instrument for implementing decentralization, including democratization, by improving the accountability and inclusiveness of provincial, district and village governments (for a nationwide perspective, see [24] ).
We argue that the few changes in formal regulations resulting from the national decentralization policy as such, are not the predominant cause of these changes in CFMP governance and practices. These changes did not mainly take place as a result of the authority given to district governments by the new regulations. District-level authorities and other local actors did not necessarily embrace these new opportunities at first. However, the interplay of various, partly mutually reinforcing, factors has, step by step, finally led to significant changes. The decentralization policy and movement has fueled these changes in various ways: (a) By promoting global-and national-level discourses on sustainable forest management, community forestry and local development at the regional and local levels; (b) by catalyzing the revival of grassroots movements and long-held traditional beliefs and habits of local communities concerning their use of forests; (c) by inspiring local claims for participation and more transparent information, triggering the formal institutionalization of societal norms, informal rules and practices of local communities; and (d) by urging state actors to reconsider their roles and goals in Java's forest management. Pro-community NGOs are identified as important agents of these changes by empowering forest communities to represent their interests successfully, take responsibility, and demonstrate their capacities to manage forest resources.
In summary, regarding our particular case, we conclude that the impact of the reformation movement, such as the decentralization movement and policies studied here, cannot be determined on the basis of changes in formal regulations. There is much to consider.
Even with all of the changes induced by the decentralization policy and movement, the SFC formally and practically remains the central forest governance actor in Java, but it is no longer virtually the only actor. At the time of the fieldwork for this paper, the CFMP has remained a 'collaboration-based', but not a 'community-based', forest management program. However, it was much more strongly affected by the nationwide decentralization movement than one would have expected. Change occurred despite a strong foundation of the central power of the state forest enterprise (SFC) due to a long-term state-centered and rigid forest governance arrangement, as inherited from colonial times. Moreover, unlike the social forestry scheme, as practiced in the Outer Islands, the CFMP introduced a timber-based profit-sharing scheme for the first time [92] .
What remains unanswered are the questions of whether and to what extent the seemingly positive changes will be sustained.
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